Abstract: Based on long-term experiences cooperation between the Laboratory of Toxic
Introduction
Routine analyzes with samples containing Chemical Warfare Agents (CWAs) bring the same demands of a quality of the result as any other safer analytical procedures. On the other hand, working with highly toxic substances is a specific area. It is necessary to not only minimize the used amount of hazardous substances but also to ensure the shortest possible handling time from the point of view of work safety. From a very strict point of view, these approaches go a little against each other. However, considering all the benefits and risks, it is possible to say that performing the comparative test provides information that can benefit the participating laboratories. The study dealt with a comparison of routinely used methodologies for which commercially available proficiency testing programs do not exist, and, moreover, where performance assurance is usually validated "only" by internal control samples. The interlaboratory comparison brings a higher quality of test results because it can help to refine the uncertainties of the set values. 
Samples Preparation

Defined conditions of samples contamination
The samples have been contaminated with a filter disc (frit) completely wetted in the test chemical. Before placing the filter disc on the surface of the tested material, excess contaminant was drained. Samples have been tempered for minimally 1 hour, to reach the temperature of 30.0 ± 0.5 °C. Tables 1 to 3 contain a summary of the results obtained by the measurements in the two independent laboratories mentioned above. Results of the mutual comparison showing the breakthrough time less than 8 hours were plotted in graphs (Figures 1-3) . Each value was given introduced with a two-sided error line that corresponds to the confidence interval L 1,2 at the 95% responsibility level that was obtained by applying the Student's distribution t 1-P,N to the formula (1) [7] :
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where, s xi = standard deviation of the set x i and N = the number of measurement. The thickness of used samples was determined by measuring at five sites of their area -scattering of the obtained values was expressed as a standard deviation. The selected PE material proved to be very resistant both in case of both sulfur mustard and soman contamination. At material thickness ranging from 0.12 to 0.13 mm, resistance was achieved in both laboratories for more than 8 hours. Significant deviations between laboratories were found within OPCH-05 material for soman contamination. In this case, however, the found lower value of the breakthrough time was higher than eight hours. However, the longer duration of a person's stay in protective clothing of a given type in such a high risk environment is relatively unlikely.
Conclusions
Interlaboratory comparisons are greatly meaningful in the field of the CWAs analysis. It is especially worthwhile to devote time to such methodologies that are burdened by sensory appreciation. Even today, these methodologies are wellfounded. They are, in principle, simple and easy to implement, they consume a minimal amount of toxic substance (test chemical) and they can also serve as methods for preengineering instrumental techniques. Due to the narrow specialization, the biggest problem is to find at least one suitable counterpart and participant. Larger light would, of course, be attributed to the participation of at least three laboratories. It would be then possible to use other statistical tools to evaluate the results of the multilateral comparison. Despite these pitfalls, it can be said that the results achieved by the interlaboratory comparison are a good beginning of cooperation between institutions. Finally, the results can help to bring better closeness of the agreement between the result of a measurement and a true value of the measurand within the meaning of accuracy according to GUM [8] .
